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Administrative Evaluati NOTES
rEvaluatiom in higher education is anything but an innovation. Evaluatigngf students has been a topic of
research and experimentation almost sincg the inception of hi ducation, Rating scales for Administrative evaluatlon is
teaching performance have been in existence for almpst fifty years and the past fifteen to twenty years still in lts infancy. \
have seen increasing attention given to development of programs for faculty development.’ 1
)\dmxmstranve evaluation is the latest.” newcomer’” to the scene of evaluation in higher education and i
, 15 still in its |nf:ancy as indicated by the literature on this topic (Fenker 1975; Genova et al. 1976; Surwill .
and Heywood 1976, Van de Visse 1974). The purpose of this study is to provide a survey of the literature
relevant to administrative evaluation in higher education. Consideration will be given to reasons for the .
increasing importance of this type of evaluation, approaches to and components of an evaluatlon plan . .
some of the problems |nvolved in the evaluation process, and use of results. . US DEPARTMENT OF HE amrH. *

Rationale for Administrative Evaluation

literature in higher education indicates that increased pressure-from above and below and the demand
for accountability from government and institutional constituencies will make this type of evaluation

" essential or at least highly desirable in the cloudy future of higher educatioh.
The concept of administrative evaluation is affirmed by the AAUA in its professional standards for.
administrators. In considering. the rights of administrators, the AAUA endorses the concept that

: posmons‘and also are entitled to receive the results of these evaluations (AAUA 1975). The AAUP also
. upholds the ‘concept in its statements) of 1974 where suggestion is made that faculty be involved in
selection and retention of administrators and that some system be devised to determine the level of
confidence enjoyed by the chief adruinistrative offucer(AAUP 1974). As the general public'contigues to
raise questions regarding accountability and productivity, and students’ demands for better service
make efficient administrative skills an ever-increasing necessity, it is difficult to ignore or deny the
importance of administrative evaluation (Anderson 1975; Clifford 1976; Grote 1978; MacVittie 1975;
Skipper 1977, Surwill and Heywood 1976; Sprunger, Berquist, and Quehl 1978; Williams 1977). in a
survey of all public and private higher educational institutions in Ohio, Van de Visse-(1974) found that
the majority of presidents in these institutions agreed that a formal administrative evaluation would be
a useful response to accountability but-few actually had such a system in operation. Anderson (1975)
agrees with this purpose and suggests administrative evaluation as a vehicle for study of an institution’s
} produc’twnty, efficiency, social utility, worthiness, and accountability. According to Grote (1978), adapt-

satisfy the general public regarding their concern for accountability and productivity. Koplitz (1976)
suggests that adminsstrative evaluation may be mandatory in the near future Cliffort (1976) maintains
\) there should be no question about whether to evaluate or why but that the real fssue should be how we
"N .evaluate and by what critieria. e .

Miller (1974} proposes the following rationale for administrative evaluation to asstst in developing
awareness of competencies; to identify general areas in behavior, adequacies, and skills in which
M. improvements are needed; and to develop realistic employment objectives, shogt- and long-range, in
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evaluation can be used for sharing governancé‘and increasing team administration. Miller (1976) also
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\ for behavior. goals, and outcomes. - s o —

> total institutional evaluation rather than an isolated entity. Miller (1972, 1974) endorses this concept,
N particularly if the goals are growth, improvement of personnel, and increased efficiency. Fisher (1977)

' emphasizes the impartance of the total package for evaluation and development of an institution. The
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Should admlmstrators of colleges and universities undergo form T evaluation? A survey of the curren\

administrators are entitled to be participants-in regular and formal performance evaluations of their. °

ing an'industrial model such as PAS (Performance Appraisal System) to postsecondary education can-

K. order to assist professional growth of individual administrators. Genova et al. (1976) suggdest that.
sees administrative evaluation as beneficial in helplng to develqp some sort of administrative scheme

\. Emphasis. is placed on the importance of administrative evaluation as an essential component of"
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Administrative evaluation can
assist in coping with some of
the problems of higher educa-
tion such as inflation, reduced
income, and faculty and staff
" militancy. ’

* The greatest value- of adminis-
trative evaluation is its value
as a model and_the incentive it

_institution.

- . 1

The p/IZns or approaches for

are as.varied as the-institutions
that conduct them.

Consideration®- of special’
strengths and weaknesses or
special vision of an_adminis-
trator may_override the entire
evaluation and outweigh other
factors either because of their

effects

Evaluzation usually presup-
poses some sort of comparison,

either with predecessors, peers,

Q e ideal, pait performance.

l: MC thers’ elpe(rafrons

offers to other segments of the-

* evaluation &f adminstrators: -

very positive or very negative -

- twofold: administrative growth and

notion of providing benefxt for all-comstituencies is also considered |mportant by Thomas et al. (1 977\'\<
Additional pressure for®administrative evaluation is beipg exerted by faCulty members and students
who are asking thadt ev Toa not berestricted to them but be extended to mclude administrators
(Farmer 1976; Miller; THomas gt al.; Sprunger et al., 1978).

Making personnel decision{ is suggested as a rationale for evaluation but less frequently than that of

~development. With the ressyre of accountability and the lack of mobilitity in ti job market, this
rationale could becom more important in the future {Anderson 1975; Surwill and Hevwood 1976,
Thomas'et al.; Bornhold}1978). Systems such as those at Dartmouth, SUNY, and in the Minnesota State
system make reappoint nt contingent on formal evaluation (Bornholdt 1978; Block 1976)-

Skipper (1977),'in analvzmg the skills of effective and ineffective leaders, suggests that administra-
tive evaluation can assist in cdping with some of the problems of higher education such as rnflatron re-
duced income. and faculty.and staff militancy. !

With reference to presidential evaluation, Williams (1977) suggests a different rationale. She pro—
peses that evaluation provides a review of the office of president with delineation of the role, respon-
srbrlrtws and expectations of the office. In a period when roles and missions of institutions of higher
education are changing, thrs can be a type of in-service education for the president. Evaluation pro-

. —_

“vides peraodrrrrewews to reexamine the president and the institution to see if they are heading in the

same direction (Block 1976; Parekh 1977). Sprung,er et al (1978) extend thrs ratronale to inclfide all
administrative posrtlons .

In addition to many of the functions already Irsted Sprunger et al. suggest that perhao? the greatest
value of administrative evaluation is its vaIue asa mode\ﬁrpthe incentive it offers.to other segments
of the institution. : i .

‘Although many possible reasons far evaluatron are suggested, the main rationale seems to emerge as

zevelopment and accountability to the rnstrtutron as well as to its
various publics. :

’

Evaluation Plans or Approaches ‘ ‘ - : . ;

The plans or approaches for evaluatron of administrators are as varied as the institutions that cond'uct
them and differ substantially even as to which administrators are being evaluated angd who conducts
the evaluation *Much of the literature on the:administrative level centers around the chief executive
officer (e g, AAUP 1974; Hillway 1973; MacVittie 1975; Munitz 1976; Williams 1977), although specific
characteristics and procedures are also provided for évaluation of other administrators (Anderson 1975;
Laffin 1975; Miller 1974; Zion 1977) The following section outlines some proposed plans or approaches.

Five general approaches to evaluation in. higher education are: “professional judgment,”

measurement/ cong,ruence between performance and- objectives,” “decision oriented,”” and “goal
freefresponsive " The purpgses and circumstances of the evaluation determine which method is to be
used For each metho or %odel Gardner {1977) provides the principal focus, examples, assumptions,
ad\antag,m and drsadvantages The “measurement’’ model, which-interprets or references attributes
~ compared to norms by use of a questionnaire type of instrument; and the “copgruence between per-
mance and objectives” model, ;vhrch compares performance with standards of performance goals, or -
objectives \eem most appropriate for pessible administrative evaluation models. .

Itis reconkpgnded that evaluation of an administrator be based on expectations or priorities as deter
‘mined jointly by e board and administrators at the time of appointment. This is“particularly true for
presidential evaluation One suggested process: begins with a self-evaluation statement by the.
administrator that is examined by an ad hoc committee consisting of board members, administrators,

faculty, students, and alumni. The statement is then assessed by the committee, which then prepares a

portfoliofor review by theboard. After the board makes its own evaluation of the-president, the results
are reviewed with the president in order to examine the successes and failures and to determine the
reasons for these (Anderdon 1975. Gemmell 1976, MacVittie 1975) A similar proa’« would be used with
other administrators, the president being chief emluator Andemon (1975) cautions that consideration.
of special strengths ard. weaknesses. or special vision of an administrator may overrrdv the entire |
~evaluation and outweigh other factors either because of their very positive dr very negative effects
Pollack (1976) and Hanley (1975) recommend” use of a self-evaluation component as vwll as evalua-
tion by a formal coMmittee In a study of North Carolina technical institutes to determine criteria for
*evaluatidn, Pollack found major agreeme nt around composition of a formal evaluation commjttee to
include supervisor, faculty, peers, students, and’. mo}t important of all. adininistrative tatt Alumni or ©
outside consultants were not recommended to be included on the committee Hanley suggests that the
comnuttee. consist of board members and possibly a consultant and a fe Jlow president w h&ever POsSI-
ble Hanley infers that this method can be a reciprocal evaluation of the board's e H(‘((I\,(‘I’](‘S\ n Q\w
mining presidential role and institutional priosities : . e ]
Muritz (1976) presents a smiliar model in which the prewf( nt dete rmrn(% objectives according to the
[)rl()l‘l[&ﬁ set by the board and, in a wnitten essay analyvzes his progress toward these objectives The
main difference in his method i< that a consultant judges the evaluatign essavkand reports his findings
to the board and the: prmrdv_nt Havs (1976) describes a plan used n r‘\&n(’som that includes suggested
cntena and detailed procedures for the evaluation team, presidential self-assesstnent, and the report
~One unigue approach suggested ashing an administrator how he expects others togvaluate hun and
«then comparning the actual results with his perceptions Along with other information obtained, this
enables him to determine the accuracy of his pere optmn n (itil)nmg teedback from athers (Sprunger.¢t
df l(’78) '-_ *- * ‘ ~
Other viewpoints stress the essenc el of the e \nludtmn Process as assessme nt of competency-basgd
perfofmag((’ grounded on the goal expectations as detérmined by the dmenlctrdf()r\ supenors. and
subordinates Fisher (1‘327) suggests that evaluation ustally presupposes some sort ot comparson,
either with pwdv( essors, peers, some ideal. past performance, or others” expeg tations
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Seven guldelrnes or principles are proposed for determrnlng an approach to or procedures for evalua-
tion (1) the system is rooted in the histéry. traditions, mission, and objectives of each institution; (2) the
approach is positive focusing on administrative development as its primary purpose; (3) expectations
are on the basis of performance evaluation based on current job descriptions, (4) evaluation consists of
.both objective and subjective measures; (5) immed:ate super:ors have primary responsibility for evalua-
tion and only those in a position to validly judge are involved; (6) those being evaluated are fully
informed of procedures, timetable, and results; (7) confrdentralrtv is observed throughout the process
(Miller 1974) . .

Muiller turther,outlmes a procedure for each major administrative position. HIS method of presrdentral
evaluation 1s simliar to Pollack’s (1976), Anderson’s (1975) and Munitz's (1976} in that it consists of a
president’s report on major accomplishments in keeping with his role and the mstitutional goals, and in
the composition of a formal committee for evaluation consisting of trustees, faculty, and students
Respons'brhtv for developing the overall pIan and procedure rests with the board, assrsted by the
“presidestt :

Another method surveyed provides a performance evaluhtioﬂf educational leaders (PEEL) in which

there is evaluation of seven areas of. behaviorally-stated definitions of administrative competency
Although onginally designed for secondary, sthool admrnrstrators it has possibilities for adaptatron to
postsecondary education (Metzger 1976) -
_The importance ot having admimistrative rmolu ment in the design, administration, and review" of
the instrument or rating scale cannot be overestimated. It is also important that raters only evaluate
characteristics they are actuallv able to observe (Surwill and Heywood 1976). Provision for this should
be built into the rating scale Williams (1977), like Miller (1976) and \ordvall (1977). stressed the neces-
sity of having the evaluation instrument retlect the operational pattern of the |nsmut|on, that is, that it
he grounded in the history, philosophy, and characteristics of the institution

Because of the dearth of available systematic programs, Genova (1976) teels that an experrmental
ur)prod(h s needed o administrative-evaluation This would concurrently be a planning process and
w0 could have multiple benefits Growth contracts or plans are the basis of approach for any
administrative evaluation, according to Gross (1977) This is in keeprnr, with the approach of using
evaluaton for admimnistrative dew-lopm(’nt purposes

An approach that is becoming more popular is the MBO (man(u,ement by objectives) approach or-
adnministration by objec tives” as Miller (1976) calls it. Thomas et al (1977) propose adaptation of<the
logic of MBO to higher, wducation The main purpose is establlshed as-performance improvement. In .
thys approach, four areas are analyzed for ¢ffectiveness of action: goal formation, z,oal attainment,

resource acquisition. and membership satisfaction (Genova 1976). A formal committee is proposed -,
‘whose first task 15 to determine the purposes of evaluation. An attempt is made to identify and under-
stdand the current goals of the president to determine how successful and by what means he has attarned
these goals Institutional information is collected to identify the aspects of the institution that need im-
provement Evaluation of goal appropriateness addresses the questions of whether the goals formed by
the president deal with the most pressing needs of the institution and whethe r appropnate authority
patterns were used to attain these goals The final step is formation of new goals. The entire process
uses information gathered trom students, faculty. and administration ’ ’

Sprunger ot al (1978) summarize six approaches to administrative evaluation:; unstructured narratron

unstrutured documentation, structured narration, rating scales, structuted documentation (portfoh(as) .

and management by objectives (MBO) Most of the approaches déscribed tall into one of these six «
categories Ineheir deseription of edch approach, the authors describe the \trem,ths and weaknesses in _
relatiomg to the fwelve functions \UL,L,(‘SU‘d hy them for evaluation Sample instruments are dl\()
prnvrdo& .

. An approach has been \m,u-\u-d by Thomas et al _(1‘)77){! setting up roles to facilitate the assess:

-

ment process tor administrators other than thé president. Th
supetvisor each histing what they consider the areas of responsibility and functions forthat individual -
They then compare agd discuss their respectve Dists and work for agreement on the, responsibidities
The revised ist s \h‘m d among all administrators and the final list d(-velnpvd by « onsensus Goals are
then-set up within eacharea This serves as the basis for assessment b -
A suggested plan.tor evaluation of the academic dean or academic vice pre-srdent as outhined by *
Mitler (1924) 1s aimnlar to that suggested tor presidents: As with the, pn-slde-nl the academic dean syb-
Cmits o Whitten statement outhning his major accomplishments and how syccessfully he perceves
Futhaelt a3 hav ing tultdled ?’m own job descrniption in Light of the institational ;,oalx tvaluation involves
th(- president, [reprédentatives of the fa ul/- and other administrators Durning thet pragess. the dean 1s
g,ne-n tull uppurnmrtv to present his views Jhe final report s given to both the prvsrde&} and the dean .
Genova et al (19761 and H()\Ie (14y7 3) suggest proe g-durvs tor academic deans and other r adnunistrators
* < fathin (1‘)75) is the anty author surveyed who coacentrated on an approach for administrative staft *
He junRgests ?h.rt erdluation he ¢ arntd out by, the supemvisordnd thdt«the- critena ing lude gitectiveness
n pr rformanc e- mastery ‘ot specihization,, pr()f(-s\ onal dhlll[\ vm’(m(-m-« incnstitutional service,
and « r)ntlnurm., wrowth He |M< specitic details: (r//t() what i inc Iuded INegac h of these categorniess

3 M

Criteria for Evaluation R v s ¥ . .

Anderon (19751 proposes the tollowing areas for ;}m'mtmn ot critenia tor (\a’b(mgn education and

SRRV PP productivity and etticiency, performanc e cntenia, leadershinsmanagement, p(-&()rml ¢
tormance  personal  qualties, ('(iur ational shrte-\nmmhrp political and  fiscal d&tutvn(-\s%nd
admimistrative style Skipper(1977) uwd aset of leadershipy skatlcfor examising personal charact r\rr?\

1‘ dtectivg and mettective. l(nrde'rs From these studies he proposes 4 <t ot seven broad .rrr-m )t

amstrativ e shalls and s personal charac teristict that ¢ an be used a~ a hasis for ey .1|uatu)n Splrun;,vr

| (1978) propose seve n are \s used as focr for mting s .Ilt‘\ l\nplrtnl‘) 81 has |(ir*nmu-d and studied

é . . . ..l -
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first step consists of the indwidual and s [*

Responsiblity for developing
the overall plan and
procedures rests with the
board, assisted by the-presi-

" dent.

=

Because of the dearth of avail-
able systematic programs, an
experimental approach s
needed for administrative

.evaluation.

Evaluation of goal appropriate-
ness addresses the questions
of whether the goals formed
by the president deal with the

most pressing needs’ of the

institution _and whether
appropriate authority patterns

were used to attain these
goals.
I
. - .
As with the presgent, the -

academic ~dean submits a

writtenktatement out/ining his
major, accomplishments and
how suyccessfullv he percenes
himselfas havrng fulfilled his
own joh descrrprmn in Light of
\ the instit /rron(zj goals.
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et al 1978, Surwill and Heywood 1976, Thomas et al -1977). This is particula
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43 qualities or characteristics and 29 activities or behavioral traits of 'admxmstrators Through analysis

these have been combined and condensed to form a Rating Scale for Academic Administrators (RSAA),
which contains 15 charactenstics and 9 behavioral traits. Composite lists of a variety of characteristics

are also proposed by Anderson (1975, 1977} Dickson et al (1976); Fenker (1975);"Grote (1975) Hillway." .

{1973);.Laftin (1975), Pollack (1976), Surwill and Heywood (1976);- Thomas et al (1977); and Williams

i
i

(1977} !nsome cases, criteria are specific to presidential evaludtion and i others apply generally to all -

administrators In erther case the characteristics, skills, or criteria ‘seem to fall into one of ‘two
categoriex, admimistrative skills and personal characteristics or,”people” skills. Under administrative
skills are included such abilities as leadership, planning. dec15|on makine. delegation of responsibility:
problem solving, operating methods, goal completion, educational program supervision; and.fiscal con-

trol Personal: skills :nclude flexibility, creativity responsibility, integrity, communication, individual -

and community relations, tolerance, persistence, and ability to foster morale and creativity. Other con-

sideratrons are investigation of contlnuea' professional growth and exammatlon of limitations er -

strengths critical to a particular colleges welfare. . -

— Specific criteria for evaluation of the academic dean or vlfe presndent are proposed by J: ‘Gould and *

M Wicke as outhined in Ander§on (1 975) Thesé include the manner in which he enjoys the respect and
contidence of taculty, how he encourages and prods the faculty toward excgllence; how he delegates
responsibilities and helps prepare people to carry out their responsubllltles Other qua||t|e5 include

Integrity, consistency. patience, openness, and’ loyalty to the standards of the: acadomlc proteSS|on In
addition, "Wicke' considers how he defines the institutional missfon and translates it into actlon and .

"how he achiéves ordering of internal conflhict -
¢
&

Responsibility for and Iﬁvolvement in the Evaluation Process

The question of who' should be re~pon9|b|e or involved in evaluation of adm|n|strato
addressed to some extent in the various approaches suggested in an earlier sectio
needs to be considered further, particularly in discussion. of whether evaluatno%
downward, parallel or a combination of these approaches < o :
Theidea of taculty involvement in administrative evaldation seems to be growmg, " acct‘ptance as is,
m]d(-n( edipats recommendation by most of the authors survwed (Anderson 1975; XAUP 1974; .Cousms
and Rogus 1977, Dickson et ‘al 1976, Fenker1975 Genova 1976; Hillway 1973; Pgflack 1976, Sprunger

evaliation af academre deans oracademic vice presidents. In its professio
AAUA states that the evaluation. process for all levels of administration
tion of the administrator being evaluated (AAUA 1975) ]
As Bas been previously sugpested, a formal evaluation committee varying composition has been
recommended by a number of authors *In most cases this committéde consists of a component of up-
ward, downward, and parallel evaluation {Anderson 1975, Hanley 1975; Miller 1974; Pollack 1976;
Surwill and Hevwood 1976, Thomas®etal 1977, Willams 1977) Fisher (1977) suggesﬂ that the-degree of
upmmi downward. or parallel input.depends on what position Is being evaluated and the individual
‘circumstanc es of the institution . In each case, factors such as &(xslrabdm time, eftaﬂ ‘cost, aniprac-
“ticality mustbe takedn into (nnwdvmtmn L -
One model presented suggests a primary and a condary ev aluator for each m1strator or group
ot adnunistrators: Primanly " the board (harlrp(’rsog-{walutm the president,_the president evaluates the’
vice president. and <o on dowd to the directors Secondarily, the board evaluates the president, the

standards.of 1975, the
ould include the participa-

board chairperson eviluates the deans,” and the vice pres:dent evaluates the directors (Grote 1978).-

Withdut exceptron in‘all the appgoac hes rv\n-wvd ultimate rfxsponslbuhtv for presidental evaluation

rests with thé Heard, the b(mrd ¢hyfrperson, or a boa& committee. Responsibility for evaluation of
-other administrators rests pmsldent and,or board
Problems with Admlmstratlve Evaluation " > .

Histoncally speakiny, .I(umm\trli\m‘-\aludtlr)n 1 hlp.,h(-r (-du( ation 1s almost {00 new a development
Jtohave been assessed to anvy gred eatent Yet hfgfu e du( ational professionals already mo of existing
orpotential problems in the process :

. ‘

Potentinl ;)m}).\yM mldde a senes of objee tions to, vvaluatmn as presented by (nuxm\ and R()g:u\
H1977 0 These ancfude the questiongpt the vahdity of faculty 1ud;.,m9nt bad publmtv about the proc-
ess mistaking ot popularity <Yf adMintrators with redl worth, r(’eﬁutmem problems and the use to
whiche \,.vhth«)n results are put The authory 1|ndrng\ indic ate that what have been re p.,l\t( red as objec:
tions have not yet proven to lw ¢ tuql pr()l)k-m\ |e practyce
results could be troublesomer’. . b .

Other obyecions reternimg gfartic ularly tr) evaluation 01 academn de LANS 1N¢ |ud(-
detinmg such a compleyjob the faft that academc administrators must acc ept privalieNpet by ‘%h( rs
and hence have no contest torevaldation, the sugpestion that ,no one’can understandithe Yotal picture
ot a4 dean s ;mh and the supposition that deans inevitably m.lkt- enemies [Bornholdt 19784 Although
Bornholdt Sddresses only d(h"mlt dmn\ Ahese ohw( tions mught also be mdd(- bv or vh-rr'm;f to
almest any administrator R \ - a

[ Osak 119751 suggests that the Lft‘xfsﬂf prblem in evaluatiin i« the dittic ul(; of raﬂmn 1 dnd,.()bl((
U\v Judgement He tocuses on three vafiabies that- reduce objectivity, namely. pswholo;,lml mmor\
such as power re latibnships and rumor, thi*mmnsgh( re ot the college such as the iavoring of those'w ho

participate 1in the process, and fmfors exteral fo the cdllege such as faws involving ethnl( sex, or
racval balane e B

They \uggt’\t H()\\(‘«e’r thdf the use of

trite in the case of

) lp()\\lblllt\ ot-

.
£ .

Qr/

“

As s sugeested by Fenker t1975) and othw-vmr 5 uf!hu area the (h'drf{w o intormation avalable on

subpect as well as the scarcity ot avatable published instruments are problemy [ehnston (19771 in-

Aruiext providea by enc |m-‘ Aruiext providea by enc

EKCN«-\ that the use o1 st mdarrh/wi m\rrum:-nr\ s Not appropriate because ot the umqm-nmx ot e ac h
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The./ idea " of faculty

~The' .charactetistics, . skills, or

© criteria seem to fali into one of
‘two categories, -administrative .

skifls and . personal ‘charac-

. tefistics or "people” skills. .

\ement rn admln:strat/v

U‘Itimarf; responsibility for
presidential evaluation rests
“with . the board. the board
chairperson, or a board com-
m/rtee

The greatest problem in
evaludfion 15 the difiiculty of
ranory‘;l and oh/oEu\,e tudge-
~ment. :
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In addition to the ladk of infor-
mation or published instru-
ments, an overall groblem is
_that higher education does not
really lend itself very readily
© -to systematic assessment.

.

P

~ The ‘use of results should be
kmown and agreed to by all

" concerned prior to the actual

evaluation process. '

The question of confiden-
tiality and who should receive
results isproblematic.

C e
1
I ]

<

“Results should be used jointly

by the supervisor and admin-
istrator “being evaluated to
reinforce positive behavior
and explore means of growth
Jin jméroving specific areas of
weakness. .

1
It remains for each institution
"to serlously examine the -
desirabi{ity and importance of
Such a process, to weigh the
benefjts, in relation to the
expendjtﬁ;re'of cost, time, and
effort, dnd to determine in

)
.

.

individual institution’s situation. Another.problem mentioned by Johnston is the tension epgendered in
the evaluation process. He feels, however, that the yalug‘ of increased efficiency that could result
" makes it worth the effort. - A e : T )
The lack of information available on the subject is verified by Surwill and Heywoofl (197§}). In their
survey of AASCU members in 1976, they found that only 32 percent of responding instifutions had a for-
mal evaluation procedure. They alsg found a dearth of infdrmation available as rep&fted both in ERIC
and in DATRIX, a source of information on dissertations. Van ‘de Visse (1974), in a’similar survey of
\highes educational institutions.in Ohio, found only 28 percent of the respondents reported having a
formal, ongoing evaluation program. In addition to the lack of information or published instruments, an
overall problem is that higher education does not really lend itself very readily to systematic assess-
ment (Fjsher 1977). ) ’

. — . h )
| ; -
Use of Results ~ - J )
Use of information from an administrative evaluation is determined to a great extent by the rationale or.
purpose for which the evaluation is conducted and also by the composition of the group of evaluators.
The use of results should be known and agreed to by all concerned prior to the actual evaluation proc-
" ess (Fisher 1977). The questioh of confidentiality and who should receive results is problematic. View-
points on this range from limiting access.to the results to the administrator being evaluated to
distributing the results to all constituencies involved in the evaluation process (Surwill and Heywood
1976). . , . : S .

It is recommended that anyone who participates in evaluation procedures has the right to some feed-
back, depending on the degree of involvement. It is understood that the primary supervisor will receive
the results. The administratfr being evaluated should have ac(".essio all information unless some other
agreement was made/prior‘to the process. If groups have been involved in the process, each group
should receive feedback regatding their group’s evaluation but not thatof any other group, e.g., faculty
evaluating an acadgmic dean would receive results from the facult&’s evaluatidn of the dean but ndt

-from the president'slor others’ evaluation of the deani(Thomas et al. 1977). Genova et al. (1976) predicts
that an evaluation w\il be a failure if there is no feedback and advocates full disclosure of summarized )

results i —— , -
Even when disclosure is endorsed, the manner.of disclosure is the key to success (Genova et al. 1976).
Reasons given for disclosure include the concept of accountability to ali constituencies, increasing the
visibility of administrators to constituencies, possible improvement of morale by improving the-climateé
of mutual trust and respect, and a more equitable distribution ok the pressure of “‘consumer’’ concerns
normally reserved-to faculty by evaluation (Thomas et al. 1977). Obviously, none of these results is

guaranteed just because an institution discloses the results of -evaluation ) :

If the primary purpose of evaluation is improvement of the individualvag recommended by Fisher
(1972), then resultishould be used jointly by the supervisor and administrator being evaluq‘ted to rein-
force positive behavior and explore means g growth in improving specific areas of weakness. This type
of use of resultywould be similar to that suggested by the use of growth contracts (Gross 1977).

If the rationale far evaluation is to make personnel decisions, then obviously results will be used in
making decisions around continuance in or removal from office, or for advice and counsel for future
service, salary increases, promotions, and tenure (Anderson 1975). : v j

» : - L] ’

’

Summary and Conclusions _ )
Informal administrative evaluatjen has always been a component in higlfer education. Even though for-
mal administrative evaluation 15 still in an eatly stage of development Af shows promise for rasponding
‘to demands for accountablity and also to the need for continued administrative growth and develop-
ment. Few published plans are available, which militates against the success of the process,.but the
Iiterature and pesearch @icate improvement in this area (Sprunger et 31 1978). The use of results still
needs clanfication Farmer (1976) has suggested that basic issues sych as the purpose of evaluation,
designation of responsibility for evaluation, charactegstics tg be evaluated, gathering data procedures,
and use gf results'must be addressed before adminigtrative evaluation can be successfully achieved
\Nl”‘é‘l of the factors presented here for consideration, it remains tor each institution to seriously ex- -

[

which  direction 7it  will amine the desirability and importance“of such a process, to weigh the benefits iff relation to the expen-
proceed. | diture of cost, time, and Bffort, and to determine in which direction it will proceed
: . T . [\\ .
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